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Or. Blrrenbach said that there had been a meeting In Bonn of CDU 
loaders with Adenouor on the subject of Brl tlsh'adherenco to the 
Common Market. At that meeting considerable progross was mado In 
straightening out some cf tho policy Issues on economic matters. 
One major point, however, remained unresolved, which ho wished to 
discuss with- me. This was tho question of tho European Community's 
relationship to the nuclear problem oftor British adherence. He 
referred to two recent articles by Raymond Aron In Figaro which the 
Germans toko seriously as representing an Inspired statement of the 
French position. What was Intorestlng to them In thesa articles was 
that Aron placed greater emphasis upon equality with ^ho UK In nuclear 
matters than upon the requirement for an Independent nuclear deterrent. 

■.: v - , BIrrcnbach said that he and tho other COU people were wholly 
persuaded that a small nuclear forca had llttlo dofenso ut 1 1 1 ty 
and that Europe must strtva for the closest* continuing relationship I 
with tha United States for Its dafenso. However, thero wero psycho-? I 
logical problems In Europe which required a degree of European 00-. 
determination with tha United States on the use of nucloar weapons 
stationed In Europe. I asked Blrrenbach what he meant by co- do termin- 
ation. BIrrcnbach said that what he meant thereby was a two koy system. 
In other words, that thero should bo two fingers on tho safety catch 
with respect to European based weapons, both a European finger end a 
U.S. finger. • Ho said they wore all agreed that tho U.S. should not 
ba placed In a position where a European nuclear force could trigger, 
tho U.S. Into o war against Its will. "Ho asked me whether In principle 
I thought .'such an arrangement would bo acceptable to tho United * 
States. I replied that ( personally did not think this principle would 
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causa the U.S.- difficulty. .. t thought the problem was rathai- that of 
whether such a system would be acceptable to the French. BTrranbach ' ' 
said he thought the British would be prepared at the last «oment to 
commit thalr nuclear' force to a European Community, If that was' 
necassary to close the daal. BIrrenbach said that they recognized 
that there would be a problem with da Gaulle but that they did not , '' 
b*Uave there would be a problem with Other Frenchmen. He thought 
such an arrangement would be acceptable to Plnay, Maurice Faure, * 

Buy Mo! let and In fact all French political" figures other than ^ ; 
do Gaulle. % x ] t . , c j ,_,.'.., -,^ ; [,.,.] .'.';" Kc \ ." [ - ... ' .'V'. "- \ ' 

.• BIrrenbach went on to say that Adenauer hod aged a great deal, : . '. 
that Adenauer himself was thinking of staying In office no longor ' : 
than one year, that he considered the development of French-German 
cooj-enatlon the major achievement of his career, end that he did not 
propose to do anything In the last months of his tenure of office • ' " 
which could weaken or undermine the Franco-German relationship. Adenauer, 
therefore, could not be counted upon to bring much pressure directly -'■ 
upon da Gaulle. v He, BIrrenbach, had however proposed to Adenauer that '• 
de Gaulle ecu Id be Isolated both within the Six end within France If ^ • 
soma reasonable alternative to de Gaulle's nuclear 1 position could be 
put forward. Adenauer had shruggod his shoulders and said 'What will 
the Americans think of such a proposition?" BIrrenbach had replied 
let ma go to Washington and talk to people In the State Department and 
to Paul Nltza In the Dofenso Department, and If possible see Mr. McNamara, 
and find out. Adonaiier had said go ahead and do It. This was the reason 
for his, BIrrenbach 1 s, visit. ^ '. _'. .[./', ( : •; '. 

< ;.»,l asked 01 rrenbach to"be more 'preCl.se as io exactly what It was he 
' had In mind. BIrrenbach said that he hod In mind tha'crcntlon of a 
European. Do fen so Community along the linos of the 1951 prcgVct, i n other 
words a supranational, commission,' with a, president, ' slml lar tp the 
other community organs.. He had In m|nd < that both the French and the ''".' 
British 'would transfer" to' that body All their nuclear. capabilities. This 
would nJaaii that th,e British reactors, and laboratories would have to be ' 
transferred to the Defense Community as wol I as the French Installations 
at Marcouto. I asked him how he conceived of the warheads resulting from 
thls'productlon being controlled. Ho said that ho Imagined this would be 
done' In the "some way In which tho U.S. controls Its own warhoads.* He 
wenton to say that he understood that technical devices might be possible 
under .which dual control could be Inserted In the weapons at an early 
, stageV ' Ho wont 6ri to suggest that tho president of tho Defense Community 
would |n effect "become* a Dofenso Minister for tho £urc.-vs*n part of N«T0. 



■. „. I asked htn how ho conceived of political decisions feeing arrived 
«t wtthln the Defense Ccnraunlty. Would *hl$ problem not be even more 
difficult than within NATO a* a whole? He o»*de the following points: 

' W '.- "first, that the J or perhaps 9 nations, evembers of the Community, 
would be collaborating In the economic end political fields and should, 
therefore* neve an easier time of getting together In the defense field 
than NATO as a whole. Secondly, that^the Oefense Community could probably not 
be organized for 5 years or so. Thirdly, that the question was basically 
psychological. The European knew perfectly welt that they could not use 
a small nuclear force Independently of the United States, but that for reasons 
of prestige It was Important for them to have a theoretical possibility 
of a separate role. , ■■ •» ■.'... . <r- . : • r 

i ,:■-..• ..'. J s:i " • ■• - ' : . ■ ■ I ■•-'.•■ / .."- ' i ''.,.■■ -< : ■ 

Blrrcnbech seld he thought the concept of NATO as a 4th nuclear power 
was dead. No did not think anybody could be persuaded that the problem 
of 15 fingers on the trigger 'could be solved. I said that It was not clear 
to ma that it would bo easier to solve the problem of 7 or JJ fingers On 
the trlggor In the European Community and then the relations of the European 
Oefense Community to the U.S. than to solve the problems Inherent Jn a NATO 
nulti lateral forco. !.-,... O , . '■'<■; 

1 asked BIrrenbach whethor he thought the French really would be 
prepared to accept a dual control system with respect to weapons on their 
territory. BIrrenbach. nip Hod that he. thought It might be necessary to 
have a provision that In the event of a crisis It could bo egrcod to 
separate the dual control system Into a stnglo control system. , In other . 
words, the European Defense Community should perhaps neve at leait a pos- 
sibility of going It alone. I said that In that event we certainly would 
went to bo, assured bf sufficient tlmo and opportunity to totally disassociate 
ourselves from the European action. Btrrcrtbach said ho thought„the con** 
tlngency would never, arise, but that' this night be necessary for psychological 
reasons.. I said wo In the UiS. had to look «t the substance of these matters 
most seriously and that there might be a psychological problem for us, too. 
BIrrenbach rep fled that they wore quite aware that the U.S. .was the defender 
of the Alliance and must and^dld take • more responsible view toward these 
nuclear natter* than. did. the ottfers. No said he further recognized that 
the U.S. was ouch eiore serious about standing up to the Russians to the 
point Of nuclear war than any other member or the Al Hence. 

BIrrenbach then turned to the question of the negotiations about 
Berlin. He satd that there were two theories In Germany as to whether 
the relations between the U.S. and Gormany has basically changed. One- 
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theory was that the United States with Its global responsibilities 
and It* Interest In d t sannaroent \«nd the reduction of tensions with the 
USSR was determined to go ahead with negotiations rege>-ll«ss of the 
views of the Germans. The other theory was that the recent difficulties 
were more Incidental than fundamental. I replied that the first theory 
was completely wrong. There had been no change In U.S. policy with 
respect to Berlin negotiations since last fall. The various Issues had 
been discussed first In the Ambassadorial and related groups and then 
with Schroedor and Adonau?r In Washington. We had thought that agreement 
had been reached on all the Important Issues. The Germans had been kept 
fully Informed of all conversations with the Russians. The April paper 
was very tittle changed and was In my opinion an Improvement from the 
German standpoint over the papor which had been discussed with Schroeder 
In Geneva. I said we had been surprised at the violence of the 
Chancellor's reaction to the April paper, and secondly we had been dis- 
turbed by the Indiscretion which had -resulted In a press discussion 
which I believed had been harmful to the intcrosts of Berlin, Germany 
and the Alliance as a whole. Blrrenbach* sold he was g^ad I had put the 
press Indiscretion second rather than first. He asked me-whother the 
voting procedure In the Access Authority Agreement had been agreed lest 
fall. I said my recollection was that the Germans had reserved on this 
point but that no othor formula had been suggested. Blrrenbach then dis- 
cussed the German counter-proposal of US-USSR and Switzerland. I did not 
comment. 

Blrrenbach then turned to the point about? non-dlf fusion. He seloV v 
Germany was perfectly preparod to give tho U.S. any assurance It desired 
wtth respect to ABC weapons, but that to agree on v. • matter In a 
treaty with the Russians was too high a price to pay. In the subsequent 
discussion It was clear that Blrrenbach and his associates do not think 
there Is a substantial risk that the Soviet Union wilt sign tho peace 
treaty and follow up with action against our Interests In Berfln. I 
said I took a more serious view of the risks. "Ve agreed that the con- 
cessions one might contemplate making In order to arrive at en agreement 
or modus vtvcndl wtth respect to Berlin wero directly related to the 
risks one foresaw If no agreement were achieved. Blrrenbach said that, 
after the construction of tho wall, ho thought the risks were low. 



•(Slcncd) Paul H. Nitza' 



